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Based on the research in the field after we collecting data and 
making simple calculation, we can conclude that student preferences in 
choosing restaurant around campus area in several points below: 
 For the student preferences in choosing restaurant around campus 
area, the mainly important criteria points are the price with highest 
percentage and the second are food quality, and the third are speed 
of service. From this result, we can conclude that student is always 
considering the price of food that they would like to consume but 
still get the best quality food means for the cleanliness, hygienist, 
fresh and with fast service to deliver their food. 
 For the provided alternatives restaurant, when it comes about speed 
of service and price student will prefer for fast-food restaurant, and 
for menu alternative, food quality, service quality, environmental 
ambiance and social surroundings, student will prefer for fine-
dining restaurant. Thus, the matrix result which is calculated by 
combining the criteria and alternative result, overall student will 
choose fast-food compare to fine-dining restaurant with percentage 
presented in previous chapter. 
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 Finally, if the society of Yogyakarta especially around the campus 
area and would like to start up a restaurant business, the result 
above can be used consideration to identify what most important 
thing should be provide for the student need of preferences in 
choosing restaurant around campus area. 
 
5.2. Study Limitation and Suggestion 
The study limitation in this study are in determining the 
consistency ratio, the consistency ratio according to AHP method are 
equal or less 0,10 however, the result of 70 correspondence result using 
geometric mean is 0,38 this might happen because we are using a lot 
more criteria which is seven criteria and it becomes more difficult to 
stick with the consistency of the correspondences, but if we would like 
to use the consistency ratio, we might add weighted value of 
consistency level by increased it 0,10 up to 0,40 thus, the consistency 
ratio might be reach, however it does not necessary for this study. 
In the future research, I personally suggest that the number of 
criteria can be increased, also the alternative maybe by adding more 
variant of restaurant such as, street food, traditional food, and mini 
restaurant (e.g. burjo and angkringan). The sampling itself should 
dividing the type of student for example, by the budget, origins, gender 
and social class. 
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5.3. Closing 
As the study end, here, I would like to thank to all party that 
support this research whether it is my university, society of Yogyakarta, 
and all participant of the questionnaire, I realize that this study is far 
away to be perfect. Thus, I hope this can be lesson for all of us and for 
those who want to study with this research, if it has any wrong 



















Brehm, J.W. (1956). “Post-decision changes in desirability of choice 
alternatives”, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 52, 
384-389. 
Chang, D. Y. (1992). “Extent analysis and synthetic decision, 
Optimization Techniques and Applications”, World Scientific, 
Singapore, 1, 352.     
Chatterjee, D., Mukherjee, B. (2010). “Study of fuzzy AHP model to 
search the criterion in the evaluation of the best technical 
institutions”, International Journal of Engineering Sciences and 
Technology, Vol. 2 (7), 2499-2510. Coppin, G., Delplanque, S., 
Cayeux, I., Porcherot, C., & Sander, D. (2010). “I’m no longer 
torn after choice: How explicit choices can implicitly shape 
preferences for odors”, Psychological Science, 21, 489-493. 
Cheng, C. H., Yang, K. L., Hwang, C. L. (1999).  “Evaluating attack 
helicopters by AHP based on Liguistic variable weight”, 
European Journal of Operational Research, 116, 423-435.   
Dyer, R. F., Forman, E. H. (1992). “Group decision support with the 
analytic hierarchy process”, Decision Support Systems, 8, 99-
124.  
  
Page | 33  
 
Kilinc, C.C., Semiz M., Katircioglu E., Unusan C., (2013), “Choosing 
Restaurant for Lunch in Campus Area by the Compromise 
Decision via AHP”, International Journal of Economic 
Perspectives, 2013, Volume 7, Issue 2, 5-10. 
Lai, V. S., Wong, B. K., Cheung, W. (2002). “Group decision making 
in a multiple criteria environment: A case using the AHP in 
software selection”, European Journal of Operational Research, 
137, 134-144.  
Lichtenstein, S., & Slovic, P. (2006). “The Construction of 
Preference”. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
Saaty, T. L., Vargas, L. G. (2001). “Models, methods, concepts & 
applications of the analytic hierarch process”, Kluwer 
Academic Publishers, Boston.  
Saaty, Thomas L. (2010). “Principia Mathematica Decernendi: 
Mathematical Principles of Decision Making”. Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania: RWS Publications. ISBN 978-1-888603-10-1. 
Saaty, Thomas L.; Ernest H. Forman (1992). “The Hierarchon: A 
Dictionary of Hierarchies”. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: RWS 
Publications. ISBN 0-9620317-5-5. 496 pages, spiral bound. 
Each entry includes a description and diagram of an AHP 
model; the models are grouped in categories: educational, 
government/public policy, government public/strategy, health 
military, non-profit, personal, planning, political, etc. 
  
Page | 34  
 
Saaty, Thomas L. (June 2008). "Relative Measurement and its 
Generalization in Decision Making: Why Pairwise 
Comparisons are Central in Mathematics for the Measurement 
of Intangible Factors – The Analytic Hierarchy/Network 
Process", Review of the Royal Academy of Exact, Physical and 
Natural Sciences, Series A: Mathematics (RACSAM). 102 (2): 
251–318. doi:10.1007/bf03191825. Retrieved 2008-12-22. 
Scherer, K.R. (2005). “What are emotions? And how can they be 
measured?”, Social Science Information, 44, 695-729. 
Sekaran, U., and Bougie, R., (2013). “Research Method for Business: 
A Skill-Building Approach”, 6th Edition, John Wiley & Sons 
Ltd. Italy. 
Semiz, M. (2013). “The weighted compromise decision in group 
decision making in a multi-objective or multicriteria, problem 
via AHP”, 26th European Conference on Operational Research, 
1-4 July, MMXIII Abstract Book, Rome, Italy.  
Perez-Rodriguez, Fernando; Rojo-Alboreca, Alberto (2012-01-12). 
"Forestry application of the AHP by use of MPC© software". 
Forest Systems. 21 (3): 418–425. doi:10.5424/fs/2012213-
02641. 
Taylor, B. W. (2004). “Introduction to management sciences”, Pearson 
Education Inc., New Jersey. 
  
Page | 35  
 
Trochim, W.M.K., (2006), "Research Methods Knowledge Base", 
Retrieved from 
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/sampling.php on 


















Page | 36  
 
APPENDIX A 




































































































Nama Anda  : 
Universitas / Institusi : 
Jurusan (Opsional) : 
 
 
Dibawah ini adalah kuesioner untuk melihat preferensi Mahasiswa dalam memilih restoran / tempat makan di area sekitar kampus di lingkungan Babarsari dan 
Seturan. Dibawah ini adalah perbandingan untuk mencari apakah poin terpenting dalam pertimbangan Mahasiswa sebagai preferensi untuk memilih restoran / 
tempat makan antara Kecepatan Penyajian, Alternatif Menu Makanan, Kualitas Makanan, Kualitas Pelayanan, Harga, Kenyamanan Tempat dan 
Suasana Sosial. Isilah kuesioner dengan melingkari angka di setiap baris perbandingan yang menurut anda paling penting bagi anda pada kolom dibawah ini. 
 
 
Kecepatanan Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Alternatif Menu Makanan
Kecepatanan Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kualitas Makanan
Kecepatanan Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kualitas Pelayanan
Kecepatanan Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Harga
Kecepatanan Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kenyamanan Tempat
Kecepatanan Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Suasana Sosial
Alternatif Menu Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kualitas Makanan
Alternatif Menu Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kualitas Pelayanan
Alternatif Menu Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Harga
Alternatif Menu Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kenyamanan Tempat
Alternatif Menu Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Suasana Sosial
Kualitas Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kualitas Pelayanan
Kualitas Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Harga
Kualitas Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kenyamanan Tempat
Kualitas Makanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Suasana Sosial
Kualitas Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Harga
Kualitas Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kenyamanan Tempat
Kualitas Pelayanan 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Suasana Sosial
Harga 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Kenyamanan Tempat
Harga 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Suasana Sosial
Kenyamanan Tempat 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Suasana Sosial
  
Dibawah ini adalah perbandingan untuk alternative restoran / tempat makan antara lain Restoran Mewah dan Restoran Cepat Saji. Lingkarilah salah satu 



















TERIMA KASIH ATAS PARTISIPASI ANDA 
 
 
Restoran Mewah 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Restoran Cepat Saji
Restoran Mewah 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Restoran Cepat Saji
Restoran Mewah 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Restoran Cepat Saji
Restoran Mewah 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Restoran Cepat Saji
Restoran Mewah 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Restoran Cepat Saji
Restoran Mewah 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Restoran Cepat Saji
Restoran Mewah 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Restoran Cepat Saji
